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REMARKS 

This R^ly Brief is filed in reply to the Examiner's Answer dated March 21, 2007, 
Appellant respect&Ily maintains that each of tlie claims 1-38 are allowable, as pieviously 
discussed in the Appeal Brief filed on November 27, 2006. In particular, the asserted 
combmations. of Friedes and pjush or of Friedes» Plush, and Jagadish M to disclose or suggest 
$hared account information identifying shared teleconmimucation units used In connection with 
a first subscriber service smd a second subscriber service, as recited by independent claim L 
Further, the cited references, alone of in combination, including the asserted combination of 
Friedes and Plush, do not disclose or suggest a telecommunications subscriber service package 
that includes an allocation of shared account units, iT^ere at least a portion of the allocation of 
shared account units are available for use of a first subscriber service and are available for use of 
a second subscriber service where the first subscriber service is distinct fiom the second 
subsCTiber service, as recited by independent claim 17. Additionally, the cited references, alone 
or in combinatioia, including the asserted combination of Friedes and Plush, do not disclose or 
suggest a method of jjroviding a bill to a telecommunications subscriber including receiving a 
first subscriber service invoice including shared account infonnation, where the shared account 
information identifies the shared telecommunication minutes used in connection with a first 
subscriber service and a second subscriber service, as recited by independent claim 33. Further, 
the cited refeorences, alone or in combination, including the asserted combination of Friedes and 
Plush, fail to disclose or suggest a telecommunications subscriber service package including an 
allocation of shared account units for use of a second subscriber service and available for use of 
the first subscriber service, as recited by claim 34. Accordingly, each of the asserted 
combmations £uls to disclose or suggest at least one element of each of the independent claims 
1, 17, 33 and 34. Therefore, claims 2-16, lS-32, and 34-18 are allowable over the cited 
references, alone or in combination. 

CLAIMS 1-16 ARE ALLOWABLE 

The Examiner's Answer ass^s that claun 1 of Plush teaches a shared usage plan. See 
the Examiner 's Answer^ p. 4. However, this shared usage plan as disclosed and claimed in Plush 
is directed to a single subscription service (i.e., a group cellular plan) ttiat is associated with a 
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group of subsaibers of a partiOTlar subscription type* See PJush, ooL 8, lines 15-20 and csoL 8, 
lines 51-63. Plxish discloses that the groiq> of subscribers includes any number of subscribers, 
■*depeading on the subscription type held by the groiqp.** See Plush, col. 8, lines 15-20 (emphasis 
added). Jn Plush, a group subscription has only one subscription type (Le. only one subscriber 
service, such as a group cellular service). Accordingly, the allocation of mmutes shared by tibe 
handsets of Plush represents an allocation for use by a sinple subscriber service. Accordingly, as 
previously discussed in the Appeal Brief fiUied on November 27^ 2006, the asserted combination 
of Friedes and Plush fails to disclose or suggest a shared account information identifying shared 
telecommunication units used in connection with a first subscriber service and a second 
subscriber service, the first subscriber service beijog distinct from the second subscriber service, 
as recited by independent claim 1. 

Further, the asserted combination of Friedes and Plush fails to disclose or suggest at least 
one element of each of the dependent claims 2-16, at least by virtue of their dependency from 
mdependent claim 1 . 

Additionally, none of the cited references, including Friedes and Plush, alone or in 
combination, disclose or suggest shared telecommimication units used in connection with two 
subscriber services, or determining whether a sum of the first subscriber service usage and the 
second subscriber service usage exceeds the shared telecommunication units, as recited by 
dependent claim 7. The Examiner's Answer points to the wireline and wireless services of 
Figure 1 in Friedes and the discussion at col. 4, lines 49-57 to support tiie rejection. See the • 
Examiner *5 Ansv&er^ p. 5. However, the cited paragraph at col. 4 relates to billiiig of a single 
subscription service (e.g., a group ceUular plan) that includes multiple users/subscribers, and not 
two subscriber services, as recited in claim 7. Furth^, Figure 1 of Friedes and tixe associated 
discussion fail to disclose or suggest shared teleconununication units used in connection with 
both the wireline and the.wireless subscriber services. 

With regard to claim 1 1 , none of the cited references^ alone or in combination, disclose or 
suggest shared telecommunication units used in connection with two subscriber services, and a 
second set of telecommunication units that is applied to usage of the second subscriber service 
when tiie combined usage of the first subscriber service and tiie second subscriber service 
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exceeds &e shared teleconmranication units, as recited by claim 11. Tlie Examiner's Answer 
suggests tbat the features of claim 1 1 are inherently taught by Fiiedes. See the Examiner 's 
AnsYfer^ p. 5. However, Friedes makes no mentLon of a second set of telecommunicatiozis units, 
as recited in claim 1 L 

To establish inherency, the extrixxsic evidence 'must make clear that the missing 
descriptive matter is necessarily present in the thing described in the reference, and that it 
would be so recognized by persons of ordinary skilL Inherency, however, may not be 
established by probabilities or possibilities. The mere fact that a certain thing may result 
from a given set of circumstances is not sufScient' 

In re Robertson, 169 F.3d 743, 745, 49 USPQ2d 1949, 1950-51 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 

Here, a second set of telecommunication units is not "necessarily present" An 
alternative is presented by claim 6, which recites "wherein Ihe bill further comprises charges for 
usage in excess of available shared telecommunication units identified by the shared account 
information.'' Such charges may be monetary, as opposed to applying a second set of 
telecommtmications units. Accordingly, Friedes does not inherently disclose or suggest "shared 
telecommunication units used in connection with two subscriber seorvices, and a second set of 
telecommunication units that is applied to usage of thte second subscriber service when the 
combined usage of the jEirst subscriber service and the second subscriber service exceeds tibie 
shared telecommunication units," as recited by claim 11, 

With regard to claim 16, the cited references, alone or in combination, do not disclose or 
suggest "shared telecommunication units used in cormection with two subscriber services wh^ 
the first subscriber service is associated witih a first operating entity and the second subscriber 
service is associated with a second operating entity," as recited by claim 16. In the Examiner's 
Answer, ^e Examiner asserts that the Abstract of Friedes teaches the features of claim 16. iS*^^ 
the Examiner *s Answer, p, 6. However, the Abstract of Friedes (fiscloses the use of a common 
account numb^ar to aggregate billing records to yield an aggregate bill. See Friedes^ Abstract 
Friedes makes no mention of ""'shared teleconununication units used in connection with two 
subscriber services whore the first subscriber service is associated with a first operating entity 



3 of 8 



U^.App.)^o.; lQ/654.859 



PAGE 8/17'RCVDAT5/9l2007 10:30:24/»ll [Eastern D^^^^^ 



MAY. 9.2007 10:22AM TOLER SCHAFFER 



NO. 432 P. 9 
AttonxeyDodcetNo.; 1033-mOM 



and the second subscriber service is associated with a second operating entity,^ as recited in 
claim 16. Accordingly, claim 16 is allomble. 

R CLAIMS 17-32 ARE ALLOWABLE 

As explained above, the Final QfBce Action acknoMedges tibat Friedes does not disclose 
or suggest an allocation of shared account units. iS^^ Fimd Office Action, p. 3) paragraph 4. 
Plush discloses multiple service types, bm each subscription service type has its own pre-paid 
allotment of minutes. See Plush, coL 4, lines 10-40. As discussed above, in Plush, the pre-paid 
allotment of xiunutes may be used only within its associated subscription service type (i.e.^ within 
a single service plan, such as a group cellular plan). Hxus, Plush fails to teach or suggest shared 
account units that are available for use of a first subscriber service and a second subscriber 
service. Therefore, the asserted combination of Friedes and Plush does not disclose or suggest a 
telecommunications subscriber service package that includes an allocation of shared account 
units, where at least a portion of the allocation of shared account units arc available for use of a 
first subscriber service and are available for use of a second subscriber s^ce where the first 
subscribe service is distinct from the second subscriber sovice, as recited by claim 17. 
Therefore^ the assexted combination of Friedes and Plush fails to disclose or suggest at least one 
element of each of the dep^dent claims 18-32, at least by virtue of their dependency from claim 
17. 

Additionally^ with respect to claim 19> none of the cited references, alone or in 
combination, disclose or suggest ^an allocation of shared account units used in connection with 
two subscriber services, wherein the first subsc^ber service is a land-line service and the second 
subscriber service is a wireless communication service,'' as recited by claim 19. While Figure 1 
of Friedes illustrates *Mdreline and wireless services that communicate via a network, neither 
Figure I nor &e associated discussion in Friedes disclose or suggest *^an aUocatian of shared 
account units used in connection with two subscriber services," as recited by claim 19. 

Further, none of the cited references, alone or in combination, disclose or suggest a first 
subscriber service rate associated with usage of the first subscriber service, as recited by claim 
22, Moreover, none of the dted references, alone or in combination, disclose or suggest a 
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second subscriber service rate associated with usage of the second subscriber service, as recited 
by claim23. 

AdditLOnally, none of llxe cited references, alone or in combination, disclose or suggest a 
second allocation of subscriber account units that is available for use in connection with a first 
subscriber service and a second subsoiber service when the combined usage of the first 
subscriber service and the second subscriber service exceeds the allocation of the shared account 
units, as recited by claim 25. As discussed above, a second allocation of subscriber account units 
is not inherently disclosed or suggested by &e cited references, including Friedes and Plush, 
alone or in combioalion. Further, none of the cited references, alone or in combination, disdose 
or suggest a second allocation of subscriber accoimt units that is available during specific time 
periods, as recited by claiin 26. 

C. CLAIM 33 IS ALLOWABLE 

As explained above, the Final Office Action acknowledges that Friedes does not disclose 
or suggest an allocation of shared account units. See Final Office Action, p. 3, paragraph 4, 
Plush discloses multiple service types, where each subscription service type has its own pre-paid 
allotment of minutes. See Plushy col. 4, lines 10-40. Howev^, as discussed above, in Plush, the 
pre-paid allotment of minutes may be used n^ly ^Y^tbi n a single subscription service type (Le., 
witihin a single service plan, such as a group cellular plan). Therefore, tihe asserted combination 
of Friedes and Plush does not disclose or suggest a method of providijog a bill to a 
teleconmiumcatLons subscriber including receivix:^ a first subscriber service invoice including 
shared account information, Tvhere the shared account information identifies the shared 
teleconununication minutes used in connection with a first subscriber service and a second 
subscriber service, as recited by independent claim 33. 

Additionally, claim 33 recites that the first subscriber service is a wixeless phone s^vice 
and the second subscriber service is a landline long distance service. The asserted combination 
of Friedes and Plush does iK>t disclose or suggest shared telecommumcatton noubautes used in 
connection nvith a wireless phone service and a landline long (£stance service, as recited by claim 
33. While Figure 1 of Friedes illustrates wireline and wireless devices commimicating via a 
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network, neither Figure 1 nor the associated discussion indicate a shared allotment of 
teleconmumications units for use by the two services (wireline and landline). 

CLAIMS 34-38 ARE ALLOWABLE 

As explained above, &e Final Office Action acknowledged that Fiiedes does not disclose 
or suggest an allocation of shared account units. See Fined Office Action, p. 3, paragraph 4. 
Plush discloses multiple service types, where each service type has its own pre-paid allotment of 
minutes. See Plush, coL 4, lines 10-40. In Plush, the pre-paid allotment of minutes may be used 
only within its associated subscription service type . Thiis, the asserted combination of Friedes 
and Plush fails to disclose or suggest a telecorrnnimicatioixs subscriber service package includixj^g 
an allocation of shared account units for use of a second subscriber service and available for use 
of the first subscriber service, as recited by claim 34» 

With respect to claim 35, none of the cited refeiences, alone or in combination^ disclose 
or suggest an allocation of shared account units for use of two subscriber services, where the first 
subscriber service is a wireless communication service and the second subscriber service is a 
land-line service, as recited by claim 35, As discussed above with respect to claim 1, Plush 
discloses a single subscriber plan, such as a group cellular plan, that includes shared minutes, but 
fails to disclose or suggest shared account units for use of two subscriber services, as recited by 
claim 35. 

Additionally, none of the cited references, alone or in combination, disclose or suggest an . 
allocation of unshared account units utilized by the first subsmber service prior to uHUzation of 
the aUocatipn of shared account units by the first subscriber service, as recited by claim 36. The 
Final Office Action and the Examiner's Answer fail to provide a specific basis for rejecting 
claim 36 over Friedes and Plush. Rather, die r^ection relies on the same basis as provided for 
rgecting claim 1. See the Excaniner's Answer, p. 6. However, as discussed above, the cited 
references &il to disclose or suggest ^an allocation of shared account units for use of a second 
subscriber service and available for use of the first subscriber service,'^ as recited by claim 34. 
Furtiber, the cited references do not disclose or suggest an ^allocation of unshared account units'^ 
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fbat "is utilized by a first $!ubs&riber service prior to utilizadon of the allocation of shared accoimt 
units," as recited by dlaizn 36. 

Further, none of the cited references, alone or in combinalion» disclose or suggest an 
allocation of unshared account units that are utilized by a first subscriber service after exhaustion 
of flie allocation of shared account units, as recited by claim 37. The Rnal Office Action and the 
Eacannner*s Answer fiail to provide a specific basis for rejecting claim 37 over Friedes and Plush. 
Rather, the rejection relies on flie same basis as provided for rejecting claim 1. See the 
Exaniiner's Answer, p. 6. However, as discussed above, the asserted combination of Fiiedes and 
Plush fails to disclose or suggest each and every element of claim 33, fiom which claim 37 
depends^ Fur&er, none of the cited references, including Friedes and Plush» alone or in 
combination, disclose or suggest an "allocation of unshared account units is utilized by the first 
subscriber service after exhaustion of the allocation of shared account units," as recited by claim 
37. Accordingly, Appellant respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 37 over the asserted 
combination of Friedes and Plush. 

Moreover, none of the cited references, alone or in combination, disclose or saiggest a 
telecommunication subscriber service package where a relative usage of an allocation of shared 
account units by one of the first subscriber service and the second subscriber service is limited 
according to a predefined usage ratio relative to usage by the other, as recited by claim 38. The 
Pinal Ofl5ce Action and the Examiner*s Answer fail to provide a specific basis for rejecting 
claim 38 over Friedes and Plush. Rather, the rejection relies on the same basis as provided for 
rejecting claim 1 . See the Examiner 's Answer , p. 6. Such a usage ratio is not taught or disclosed 
by the cited references, alone or in combination. Accordingly, Af^Uant respectfully traverses 
the rejection of claim 3 8 over the asserted combic^tion of Friedes and Plush. 

£, CLAIMS 8 ANB 9 ARE ALLOWABLE 

None of the cited references, alone or in combination, including Friedes, Plush and 
Jagadish, disclose or suggest each and eveiy element of claim 1, firom which claims 8 and 9 
depend. Hence, the asserted combination of Friedes^ Plush, and Jagadish fails to disclose or 
suggest each and eveiy element of claims 8 and 9, at least by virtue of their dependency fix>m 
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claim 1 • In particular, none of the cited references disclose or suggest "shared account 
information identifying shared telecommunication units used in connection with a first 
subscriber service and a second subscriber service," as recited indepeixdent claim 1 . 

Jagadish feils to overcome the defidenoies of the combination of Friedes and Plush. 
Jagadish does not disclose or suggest a '^shared account information identifying shared 
telecommunication units used in connection with a first subs(^ber service and a second 
subscriber service," as recited by independent claim 1. Instead, Jagadish discloses that calls 
made by a customer, using a calling card or prepaid card, are billed according to the customer's 
calling platt See Jagadish, col 1, lines 21-36.. Accordingly, the asserted combination of 
Friedes, Pltish and Jagadish fail to disclose or suggest each and every element of claim 1, and of 
claixns 8 and 9, at least by virtue of their dependency from claim 1. 

For al least the foregoing reasons, Appellant respectfiilly submits that the present 
application is in condition for allowance and reconsideration and withdrawal of all of the 
pending rejections is reqpectfiilly requested 

F. CONCLUSION 

For at least the above reasons, all pending claims are allowable and a notice of allowance 
is courteously solicited Please direct any questions or comments to the undersigned attorney at 
the address indicated Appellant respectfufly requests reconsideration and aUowance of 
claims and that this patent application be passed to issue. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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